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Arms team fulfills, from physical secu-
rity to IT infrastructure.

So we were lucky to have such a
poised professional on the job, and we
are lucky she is sticking around. I
know all of my colleagues share their

gratitude for Jennifer’s superlative
service.
———
CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is closed.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will proceed to executive ses-
sion to resume consideration of the fol-
lowing nomination, which the clerk
will report.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read the nomination of Xavier Becerra,
of California, to be Secretary of Health
and Human Services.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

FILIBUSTER

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, once
again, we are hearing chatter from
some Democratic Senators about abol-
ishing the filibuster. I had hoped we
would move on from such talk after
multiple Democratic Senators pledged
to uphold the filibuster but apparently
not. Apparently, some Democrats
think that they can pressure or bully
those Senators and other Democratic
Senators who have expressed reserva-
tions into going back on their word.

Let me quote a former Senator on at-
tempts to change filibuster rules in the
Senate, and I am quoting:

We should make no mistake. This nuclear
option is ultimately an example of the arro-
gance of power. It is a fundamental power
grab by the majority party. .. . Folks who
want to see this change want to eliminate
one of the procedural mechanisms designed
for the express purpose of guaranteeing indi-
vidual rights, and they also have a con-
sequence, and would undermine the protec-
tions of a minority point of view in the heat
of majority excess.

That was former Senator Joe Biden.

Here is what a current Senator had
to say on eliminating the legislative
filibuster, and again I quote:

I can tell you that would be the end of the
Senate as it was originally devised and cre-
ated going back to our Founding Fathers. We
have to acknowledge our respect for the mi-
nority, and that is what the Senate tries to
do in its composition and in its procedure.

That was a statement from the cur-
rent Democratic whip in 2018.
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In 2017, 33 Democratic Senators
signed a letter urging that the legisla-
tive filibuster be preserved—2017.

Of course, Democrats have not lim-
ited their support of the filibuster to
words; they have supported it by their
actions. In the last Congress, Demo-
crats set a record for forcing cloture
votes, which is what has to happen in
order to end a filibuster. They repeat-
edly used the filibuster when they dis-
agreed with legislation that Repub-
licans were advancing. They filibus-
tered COVID relief. They filibustered
police reform even though Senator
ScoTT and Leader MCCONNELL had com-
mitted to a robust, bipartisan amend-
ment process. They filibustered pro-life
legislation, and they made it very clear
that they deeply regretted the fact
that they could not filibuster judicial
nominees—a situation, I would point
out, of their own making. Even with-
out the judicial filibuster, they used
every tool at their disposal to slow
down judicial nominations.

So, as of last year, Democrats’ ac-
tions clearly demonstrated their firm
support of the filibuster, but now that
they have actually taken power here in
Washington, albeit by the slimmest
possible majority, they are pushing to
get rid of it.

Democrats, of course, would like peo-
ple to believe that this is a principled
change; that all of a sudden, they have
realized that it is really much better
for the country if the majority party
gets to do whatever it wants when it is
in charge. Well, I just have to say, if
you believe that, I have some nice
oceanfront property in South Dakota
to sell you.

I doubt that there is anyone any-
where in the country who seriously
thinks that the Democrats’ dramatic
180-degree turn on the filibuster is a
principled reversal of their previous po-
sition. No, this isn’t about principle. It
is partisanship. It is political expedi-
ency. Democrats’ principles haven’t
changed; their power in the Senate has.
They are in charge now. They don’t
want anything holding them back, like
that pesky Senate rule that they have
used so often to their advantage.

The truth is, Democrats want a one-
sided advantage. Last year, they were
perfectly happy to exercise their rights
as a minority and filibuster any Repub-
lican legislature they didn’t like, but
now that they are in charge, they want
to deny the minority a right Demo-
crats repeatedly exercised when they
were in power. They are apparently too
shortsighted to see that their proposal
could be turned back on them in an in-
stant.

When Democrats abolished the fili-
buster for judicial nominees, Leader
McCONNELL warned Democrats that
they would reap the whirlwind, and
they did. Much to Democrats’ horror,
President Trump ended up being the
chief beneficiary of the abolition of the
filibuster for judicial nominees, ap-
pointing a vast number of conservative
judges to the Federal bench.
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Several Democratic Senators have
openly admitted that they had made a
mistake by abolishing the judicial fili-
buster. The junior Senator from Dela-
ware came to the floor in April 2017 and
said he regretted changing the rules in
2013. The senior Senator from Min-
nesota not only said she regretted
changing the rules, she went so far as
to say in 2018 that she would support
bringing back the 60-vote requirement.
Yet now Democrats are apparently
ready to abolish—abolish—the legisla-
tive filibuster. How have they not
learned their lesson? Unless Democrats
are so arrogant as to think they will
never again be in the minority.

Some Democrats have suggested that
we need to abolish the filibuster be-
cause otherwise the Senate won’t get
anything done. Well, not quite. Not
quite. It is not that the filibuster could
prevent us from getting anything done;
it is that it could prevent us from get-
ting everything Democrats want done.
That is a big difference.

The truth is, Democrats could easily
get something done in the Senate if
they were willing to actually work
with Republicans. And by ‘‘work with
Republicans,” I don’t mean inviting
Republicans to join their bills while ex-
cluding any meaningful Republican
input. I don’t mean threatening Repub-
licans to support their bills on pain of
having the filibuster abolished or sub-
stantially altered. No, I mean genu-
inely inviting Republicans to the table.

Now, it would mean the Democrats
wouldn’t get everything they want
done, and, of course, Republicans cer-
tainly wouldn’t get everything we want
done, but we could get something done.
In fact, we could get some pretty
meaningful things done. We could ne-
gotiate an infrastructure bill. We could
pass section 230 reform, like the bipar-
tisan bill I introduced with Senator
SCHATZ yesterday. We could pass police
reform legislation, expand domestic
manufacturing capacity, and protect
election integrity. We could do all of
that and more if Democrats would en-
gage in genuine bipartisan negotiation.

Is it really too much to ask that
Democrats find 10 Republicans to work
with on major legislative items? Ev-
eryone would like to pass their uned-
ited agenda just like they want it, but
that is not how things are supposed to
work, at least not in the U.S. Senate,
and it is certainly not how it is sup-
posed to work when, like Democrats,
you barely have a majority. The Sen-
ate and, indeed, our whole system of
government were designed to prevent a
partisan majority from steamrolling
through its unedited, unchecked agen-
da.

Let’s just talk for a minute about the
purpose of the Senate. Actually, let me
take a step back and talk about the
purpose of our whole system of govern-
ment.

Our Founders established not a pure
democracy, where the will of the ma-
jority reigns unchecked, but a demo-
cratic Republic. It was their intention
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